LETTER 
To the REVEREND „„ 
Dr. WATERL AND, 


Occafion'd by his Late Writings 


In DEFENCE of the 


Athbanaſian Hypotheſis. | 


* 


— 


— 


By Philanthropus Oxonienſis. 


LON ND 0 N. 


Printed for J. Sam x75, nearthe Oxford- 
| Arms in Warwick: Lane. MDCCXXII 


Price SIX- Pence. 


. 


p — SCAR. 3 759 0 mug 3 # +22 
. *. 2 „ „„ LE —_—_— . 
3 Ke | 2 | 3 8 a 22 


ILE you are contending with 
„Dr. Clarke , Mr. Whiſton, and 
other learned Adverſaries, about 
the true and genuine Senſe of 
Scripture, and primitive Anti- 
quity ; I cannot but obſerve 


you a Contradiction; and on rhe other hand, 
what they declare as an expteſs Contradiction, 
may be, and often is in your Account, a great 
and neceſſary Truth: Tis plain therefore, that 
the Controverſy betwixt the At hanaſians and the 
reſt of the World, can never be brought to an If-. 
ſue upon the Foot it now ſtands. There is no 
diſputing to any Purpoſe, till we are firſt agreed 
upon ſome common 1 or at leaſt, till 
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the Point be determined, wliether there be any 
ſuch Thing as common Principles of Senſe and 
Reaſon among Mankind or not. To what Pur- 
poſe would a Set of Workmen pretend to agree 
in the meaſuring their Work by one and the ſame 


Raule, while they can't agree about the Nature 


and Dimenſions of the Rule ir ſelf ? Some con- 


_ tending that ir is one Foot long, others two, o- 


thers three; and ſome again, that it is of no de- 
terminate Length at all; that ir is neither finite 
nor infinite, ſtreight nor crooked; or at leaſt, of 
ſo myſtical a Nature, that tis impoſſible to de- 
termine of what Length it is, or whether it be a 
Rule or not. Suppoſe all the Aſtronomers in the 
World ſhould be agreed that the Caroline Tables 
are the beſt, and moſt exact for determining the 
Cæleſtial Motions, while they diſpute about the 
Arithmetical Principles and numeral Conſtruction 
of the Tables themſelves ; ſome contending they 
ought to be underſtood and apply d, according to 
the Decimal, others according to the Duodecimal, 
and others again, according to the Sexageſſimal 


Account and Denomination; nay, they diſpute 


whether the Mark of Unity in the Tables, ought 
not to ſtand for three Units; and whether the 
Figure 3 muſt not ſometimes ſtand for Three, 
and ſomerimes for One; and this too, in a Senſe 
which no body is ever like to find out: Muſt not 


other People from hence be rempted to conclude, 


either that zÞeſe Tables can be of no uſe at all, 
or at leaſt that tho /e Gentlemen find it for their In- 
terelt, to keep the ecret to themſelves, that 
Men might not too generally arrive to the Know- 
ledge of Aſtronomy. For my own Part, I cannot 
think that the Scriptures are writ upon more un- 
imelligible Principles, than the Caroline m—_ 

ince 
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fince I am ſure they were defign'd for a more 
general Uſe, and in a Matter of infinitely 
greater Importance. And I make no doubr, 
but that there are ſome common Principles, 
in which Men may, and in reality jt agree, 
whether they acknowledge itor not: However,when 
I ſee a, Man denying in Words thoſe common 
Principles, I cannot preſently impeach his Ho- 
neſty, or conclude that he has any ill Defign up- 
on me; becauſe tis poſſible his Underſtanding 
may be ſo far enflav'd to an Hypothefis, and his 
Mind darkned with general, confus'd, and ambi- 
guous Sounds, that he may not ſee or obſerve the 
Inconſiſtency or Contradiction of his own Words; 
nay, perhaps he may be really of the ſame Mind 
with his Adverfaries, and fee and know himſelf 
to be ſo; but yet may think himſelf bound in 
Conſcience to talk unintelligibly, and to keep 
above the groſs impure Regions of common Senſe. 
However, I think it worth while to enquire, 
whether the Chriſtian Rule of Faith be indeed 
intelligible ; and whether you have not defended 
the Athanaſian Hypotheſis upon Principles, which 
might ſerve equally to defend Tranſubſtantiation, 
or any other Contradiction in the World? 

Whoever reads your Writings with Attention, 
mult needs obſerve in how confuſed, general, and 
doubtful, a Senſe you all along make uſe of the 
Words, God, Hypoſtaſis, Unity, and Identity; to 
each of which Words you have ſeveral Meanings, 
which you take out, or flip in, alter and vary ar 
Pleafute, and Juſt as the Exigence requires, with-- 
our giving your Reader any fair Notice of it: Nay, 
if you happen to drop any thing that may ſeem to 
glance at what you aim ar, and give one any Light 
into your real Mæaning, cis ſo nicely _— 
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and deliver'd with ſuch extreme Caution and 
Warineſs, as if you was afraid of nothing ſo 
much, as of being underſtood : However, ſince 
you have frankly, and thus far fairly declar'd 
againſt the Subellizn Senſe of Unity and Identity, 
as apply'd.to God, ' Subſtance, and Hypoſtafis or 
Perſon ; it will be worth while to enquire, whe- - 


ther you can have any other than a Tritheiſtick 


Meaning; or whether you have indeed hit upon 
any Medium of Unity, any Principle of Individu- 
ation, that can fave you from Tritheiſm. You 
give us Leave to conceive of your Meaning, with 
reſpect to Hy poſtaſis or Perſon, in the common 
aut horiz d Senſe of the Word, as it ſtands for an 


Intelligent Agent, or Intelligent, Active Subſtance: 


For ſince Intelligence and Agency, or AQtive 
Power, are only Properties or Attributes, we muſt 
neceſſarily ſuppoſe the Subſtance it ſelf to be the 
Agent, the Thing acting, or the Subject which is 


endued with ſelf conſcious Intelligent Agency. But 
indeed I need not take pains to prove this, becauſe 


you acknowledge, and often repeat it, that by 
Hy poſtaſis or Perſon, you mean not a Mode only, 
bur a real ſubſtantial Perſon. Now in the ſame 
Senſe that one Perſon is one Intelligent Agent, or 
Active Subſtance; *ris evident that Three Perſons 
mult be Three Intelligent, Active Subſtances. I 


doubt not but you will be here ready to clap in 


your other Senſe of one Subſtance, and cry out, 
that Three Agents are but One Undivided Sub- 


_ ftance : ] ſhall ſuppoſe for the preſent, this Com- 
poſition of Subſtances to be another Senſe of one 


Subſtance, that I may allow you, according to 
your Talent, to abound in different Senſes, yet 


itill I fay, chat under the ſame Senſe in which 


One Perton is One Intelligent, Active Subſtance, 
4 ; ; in 
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in that Senſe preciſely, Three Perſons muſt be 
Three Intelligent. Active Subſtances; and the De- 
nial of this muſt paſs for an expreſs Contradiction, 
even in the Schools, upon the laſt Pinch ; becauſ# 


1 fit would be affirming and denying the ſame thing 
1 at the ſame time, and in the very ſame Senſe. 
3 And indeed when you are forced to own, that 


the Three Perſons are but One Perſon, and that 
One Perſon again Three Perſons, in difterent Sen-- 
ſes and Reſpects; why can you not as well ſay, 
that in the ſame different Senſes and Reſpetts 
there are Three Subſtances, and yet hut One Sub- 
fance. The ſame Nature of the thing, the very 
ſame Reaſon and Neceſſity muſt lead you to fy 
the qne, as well as the her, if you dar'd ſpeak 
out; but ſince you are obſtinate, and will not do 
it, I challenge you to-give any berter Reaſon for 
it than this, That it would not ſo well ſuit with 
your Hypotheſis, which being inconſiſtent with ir 
{elf, muſt really overthrow what ir only ſeems to 
eſtabliſh. I believe every one muſt allow, that 
One Independent, Omniſcient, All-powerful A- 
gent is the true and proper Definition of One 
God; conſequently Three ſuch Agents, which 
your Hyyothefis lays you under a Neceſſity of ad- 
mitting, muſt be Three Gods; you will ſay doubt- 
leſs, that they ought to be confidered as united in 
one Undivided Subſtance, and ſo the Three Per- 
ſons are but One God : But then you fay likewiſe, 
that, as thus confider'd, they are but One Per ſon, 
and theretore {till they muſt be Three Gods, in 
the ſame Senſe that they are Three Per ſons. 

But to ler the Reader ſee a little farther the 
Excellency of your Hypotheſis ; I ſhall now ſhew. 
that it lays you under a Neceſſity all along, of 
uſing the word God in no leſs than four different 


Senſes 3 
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Senſes ; in every one of which there is ſomething 
included, eſſential to the Nature and Definition 
of the thing, that is left out in all the reſt; and 
conſequently they cannot be God in the ſame 
Senſe, or one and the ſame God. When you ap- 
ply the word God to the Perſon of the Father, 
and ſay God the Father, or God who is the Fa- 
ther, tis evident you muſt identify God with the 
Perſon of the Father ; and conſequently in the Na- 
ture and Definition of God, as thus underſtood, 
you muſt include the Idea of Unorigination, or 
abſolute, intrinſick, and perſonal Self- neceſſity, or 
Selfexiſtence; which being peculiar and eſſential 
to God the Father, cannot be taken into the Na- 
my and Definition of God, when the ſame Name 
s apply'd to any other Perſon, Again, when you 
ſay God the Son, you mult here, in the Nature 
and Definition of God, include the Ideas of F:{:- 
ation, and communicated Subſiſtence from the 
Father only; which being eſſential to God the 
Son, cannot make a Part of the complex Idea ex- 
preſs'd by the word God, when it is made uſe of, 
as the Name or Denomination of any other. In 
like manner the Property of Proceſſion, or com- 
municated Subfiftence, both from the Father and 
the Son, muſt alter the Signification of the ſame 
Word, when apply'd to the Spirit as God. And 
laſtly, when you apply the ſame word, God, to 
all Three Perſons conjunctly, or confider'd as 
united in your one andivided Subſtance, you Join 
all the inconſiſtent Ideas together in One God, who 
is then likewiſe ſaid to be One Perſon; as if all 
theſe contrary and incompatible Properties could 
Poſſibly exiſt in one and the ſame ſimple, indivi- 
dual Subject or Subſtance. You will ſay perhaps, 
that tho' the word God, has theſe different perſonal 

Senſes, 
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Senſes, from whence the real Diſtinction of Per- 
ſons muſt ariſe; yet theſe Perſons, whether con- 
ſider d diſtinctly or conjunctly, are one and the 
ſame God: Which is as much as ſaying, that tho 


you uſe the word God, in four different Senſes, 


yet theſe different Senſes are but one and the ſame 
Senſe ; bur ſtill God in another, and another 


Senſe, will be another, and another God, do what 


you can. And indeed the Abſurdity here is fo 
groſs and apparent, that tis impoſſible for any 


Colourings of Sophiſtry to hide it: For who does | 


not, or may not ſee, that what in the common 
Language and Cant of the Schools is call'd the 
ſame thing in different Senſes, muſt in Truth and 
Reality be quite different things? For as theſe 


different Senſes mult neceſfarily alter the Nature 


and Definition of the thing, the ſame thing in 
Sound will be in Truth really and eſſentially difte- 
rent things; which different things trump d upon 
the Underſtanding, under the ſame Sound, may 
be as contrary and incompatible, as Light and 
Darkneſs, Truth and Falſhood. And that they 
are ſo in your Hypotheſis, is evident from hence; 
that you have not been able to eſtabliſh the No- 


tion of One God, in any Senſe at all, without 


ſuppoſing and allowing the Three Perſons to be 
but one and the ſame Perſon, in the ſame Senſe 
that God is One. And herel might fairly leave it 
to your Choice, whether you will take Sabel/iani/m 
or Ir:theiſm, ſince you are evidently ſuſpended in 
the Air, and without any Foundation, betwixt 
'em both. However, for Speculation Sake, and 
becauſe I am alſo willing to do you all poſſible 
Juſtice, I ſhall conſider your Hy potheſis a little 
farther with reſpe& to your One Undivided Sub- 
ſtance, as a Principle of Identity and Individua- 
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tion; but before I do this, I muſt inform the 
Reader, what I take to be your real Notion, that 
you may explain your ſelf more diſtinCtly to the 
World, if J am miſtaken about it; or mend your 
Hypotheſis, if you ſhould find it defective. Since 
then the Sabellian Notion, of one numerically 
ſimple and individual Subſtance, muſt neceſſarily 
overthrow the Foundation of Three real Perſons, 
and by Conſequence be abſolutely inconfiſtent with 
a real Trinity; there was plainly a Neceſſity of 
ſuppoſing Three ſuch Simple, Perſonal, Indivi- 
dual Subſtances or Effences ; which yet you will 
not call Subſtances or Eſſences in the Plural, be- 
ciuſe being all equally and infinitely extended, 
they mult, as you ſuppoſe, by their Ubiquitary 
Preſences, pervade each other; and by a Sort of 
mutual Penetration of Eſſences become one nume- 
rical Compound, or individual Subſtance. | 

And thus the Three Simple, Perſonal Eſſences, 
of which the one Compound Subſtance conſiſts, 
by their intimate Union and Inſeparability with 
reſpect to Space or Expanſion, are, as I conceive, 
in your Account individuated ; and after this 
manner you have a Trinity in Unity. It will be 
difficult, and perhaps impoſſible, to gueſs at your 
Meaning by intimate Union, Inbabitation, mutual 
Penetration, Undrividedneſs, and the like, if you 
do not borrow all your Ideas of this Kind from 
8 Nature and Properties of Space, or Expan- 

on. | | 

Preſuming therefore, that you have not Facul- 
ties difterent from other Men, and that you would 
be thought to uſe Words with ſome Meaning or 
other, I ſhall here take leave to make two or 
three Remarks upon this way of talking. 


1. 
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1. Tis manifeſt that you all along confound 
Intimate Union, Undioidedneſs, or Inſeperability, 
with Numerical Unity, Individuality, or Identity; 
tho” theſe are as diſtindt and different, with reſ- 
pect to the things themſelves ſignified by em, as 
any Ideas you can poſſibly have in your mind. 
*Tis evident, that where different things are con- 
ſidered as united, be the Union never ſo cloſe, in- 
timate, or inſeparable, the things themſelves muſt 
ſtill be ſuppos d to retain their proper Ind ĩvidu- 
alities, or diſtin numerical Diverſity, with re- 
ſpect ro their real, actual Exiſtence, as much as 
if they were not ſo united. And whenever we 
loſe, or let {lip the Idea of actually diſtin Indi- 
viduality, or numerical Diverſity, we can no lon- 
ger conſider it under the Notion of a Union, or 
different things united, but muſt neceſſarily con- 
ceive of it, as an abſolute Identity of the ſame 
thing with it ſelf. And tho' different things, thus 
united, may make one Compound under a different 
Denomination, and expreſs d by a colletrve Name; 
yet they can never make one Compound of the 
ſame Denomination, withour contounding the 
moſt different Ideas, and deſtroying the Nature 
and Reaſon of things. Let us put the Caſe ; for 
Inftance, that of the Soul and Body, as Two 
Subſtances, diſtinguiſh'd by ſome eſſential and 
incommunicable Attributes, as ſuppoſe intelligent 
Agency and Solidity; and now let theſe Two Sub- 
{tances be ſuppoſed to be united as cloſely, iny- 
.. mately, and inſeparably as you pleale ; let them 
mutually inhabir, and pervade, and penetrate 
each other, or what you will; yet ſtill while 
they retain their really diſtinct, eſſential, and in- 
communicable 2 „you mult neceſſarily 
| 2 con- 


C11 
conceive of them as two Subſtances, as much as 
if they were locally ſeparated, and at an infinite 
Diſtance. Now tho the Conſequence, or Reſult 
of ſuch an Union, might be one Compound un- 
der a general Denomination, or one Man; where 
the Term, Man, is taken collectively for the two 
Subſtances of Soul and Body united; yet tis im- 
poſſible that their mutual Union, of what Kind 
ſoe ver, ſhould make one Subſlance, without de- 
ſtroying the ſirſt Suppoſition of 1wo Subſtances; 
and alſo denying, what is at the ſame time 

granted, that they have eſſentially diſtin, and 
incommunicable Properties. If any one after all 
this would ſtill reſolutely maintain, that the Soul 
and Body, by their Union, ceaſe to be two Sub- 
ſtances, and are really identify d into one and the 
Same Subſtance, what would be thought of him, 
bur that he was under ſome unhappy Neceſſity of 
confounding and deſtroying the Nature and Re- 
ſon of Things, by ufing indifferently, and with- 
out Diſtinction, the words, White and Black! 
Light and Darkneſs? EP 
Now to apply this general Principle to your Hypo- 
theſis: You have been oblig'd to allow Three real! 
Hy poſtaſes, or Three really diſtin, and actually ex- | 
iſting, perſonal Eflences : And this you were under a 
Neceſſity of doing, to avoid Sabellianiſm, and to 
ſupport the really diſtinct and incommunicable 
Properties, which are eſſentially peculiar to each 
of the Three Perſons. But here, ſtartled at what 
you had granted, and being well aware, that this 
would be undiſguiſed Tritheiſm, you endeavour 
to make all up again, by running into the con- 
trary Extreme, and contrad icting all that you had 
ſaid. For now rather than loſe the Unity, your 
Three Hy poſtaſes, or Perſonal Eſſences, _— 
| | ut 
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but One Hypoſtaſis or Perſonal Eſſence But how 
comes this about ; how is it poſſible, that three 
Subſtances or Eſſences, ſhould be but one ſuch ? 
Why, by a certain unconceivable Inhabitation, and 
mutual Pervaſion, or Penetration of Eſſences, 
which really identifies them into One and the 
ſame Subſtance. But here lies the Miſchief ; if 
they are not only cloſely and intimately united, 
but really identi ſied, you have really loft the Tri- 
nity, and have created your Three Hypoſtaſes, to 
ſhew that you could annihilate them again ; if 
they are only wnited, and not really identified, you 
have really loſt the Unity, or Sameneſs of Sub- 
ſtance : But if they are really :dentified, and not 
really identified, which is what you indeed fay ; 
I think it muſt be evident to common 
Senſe , that your Hypotheſis is really a Con- 
tradition, Here, as I expect, you will fly to 
- your different Reſpe#s and Senſes, the laſt Re- 
fuge of ſcholaſtick Fencing , which never fails of 
bearing off a Contradition upon the cloſeſt 
Thruft : And by the Force of this Diſtinction, I 
muſt on, that Light may. be Darkneſs, and 
Darkneſs Light; not indeed in the ſame Senſe, 
as every one muſt allow; but he who cannot ad- 
mit it in different Senſes, will never be able to 
fathom the Depths of many learned elaborate De- 
fences. However, this DiſtinCtion here, after 
what has been faid, cannot help you; nor gan 
you get off with it, without a Confeſſion more 
ſhameful, than any Error of the meer Underſtand- 
ing; namely, that by Unity you mean Multipli- 
city, by Identity, Diverſity, and by One and the 
Same Thing, three or four quite different Things. 
But Truth needs none of theſe Doublings; nor 
is it really ſerv'd, by all the Subtilty and Wind- 
: - ings 


E 
ings of the Serpent. You would never want 2 
different Sound, where the Senſe is different, if 
you had not one Senſe to conceal, while you are 
uncovering another; and this again muſt be wrapt 
up, while that is ſuffer'd to take a little Air: 
Whereas ſhould both in one View be expos'd to 
the open Light, the Myſtery would become a 


Zeſt ; and the Reader mult exchange his Wonder, 
for a Paſſion of a merrier Strain, But, 


2. I muſt obſerve to you farther , that if your 
Principle of Identity, or Sameneſs of Subſtance, 
be admitted; it cannot in the leaſt ſerve the 


Cauſe you have been contending for. It will 


ſtand as well in a different, or contrary Hypothe- 
fas, as in yours; and an Heretick will find his Ac- 
counts in it, as much as a good Chriſtian : Nay, 
it will help the Euſebians and Arians out of all 
their Hardſhips, and enable them to be Orthodox, 
without changing their Principles. There is no 
Neceſſity of ſuppoſing the LOGOS to be a finite 
Subſtance, whatever the Manner of Derrvation 
from the Father be, whether by an Eternal Gene- 
ration before all Times and Ages, or by a Tempo- 
rary Generation; ſince one may as eaſily and con- 
ſiltently ſuppoſe the Infiniteneſs as the Finiteneſs, 


even of a created Subſtance : For fince the firſt 


ſelf exiſtent independent Cauſe , is allowed by all 
to be Omnipretent , and All-powerful, and can 


whenever he pleaſes, with the ſame Eaſe and 


Freedom, act every where alike ; tis plain that 
nothing can reſtrain cr limit his Power, in the 
Production of a finite Being, but his Hi. Now 
ſuppoſing the LOGOS to be a diſtinct Hypoſtaſis 
from the Father, and ſuppoſing him likewiſe infi- 
nite, or every where exiſting, whether created or 
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uncreated; the ſame univerſal intimate Union, 
and mutual Penetration of Hypoſtaſes, or ſimple in- 
dividual Perſonal Eflences, muſt neceſſarily follow; 
which is the Ground and Foundation of your J. 
dentity, or Sameneſs of Subſtance. "36 
Here will be the ſame Inhabitation, the ſame 
mutual Pervaſion, the ſame Undividedneſs, with 
reſpect to Space or Expanſion ; and conſequently, 
the ſame Identity of Subſtance : So that your 
Method will ſerve to Identify, not only God with 
God, one divine Hy poſtaſis with another, as they 
are conſidered in your Hypotheſis; bur even an 
uncreated with a created Subſtance, or God with 
a Creature. And now, whether all you call He- 
reticks, will thank you for what you have done, 
I cannot ſay; but this I am ſure of, that bating 
the uncharitable Manner of the Thing, you have 
done them no harm. Bur, 


3. The great and ſtartling Difficulty, which at- 
tends your Principle of Identification, is this, 
That it muſt neceſſarily Identify all Subſtances, 
whether Finite or Infinite, with the one infinite, 
ſelFexiſtent Subſtance. Inhabitation, mutual Per- 
vaſion, Penetration and Co- exiſtence, Inſeparabi- 
ty and Undividedneſs of Subſtance or Eflence, is 
with you the general Principle of Identification, 
or that which makes one Subſtance numerically 
the ſame. Now, whatever is ſufficient to identi- 
fy Subſtince every where, muſt do the like any 
where; and becauſe tis impoſſible for any Finite 
Subſtance any where to exiſt, without coexiſting, 
or undividedly exiſting with the one infinite Sub- 
ſtance, by an intimate Union, mutual Pervaſion, 
and Undividedneſs of Eſſence; this muſt upon 
your Principle, identify all finite Subſtances with 
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the one Subſtance of God: And being thus iden- 
tified with one and the fame Divine Subſtance, 
they cannot be different Subfances from each o- 
ther: Tis true, there will ſtill remain the diffe- 
rent, incommunicable and diſtinct ind ĩviduating 
Properties, by which we commonly diſtinguiſh 
different Things from one another; but the moſt 
different and incompatible Properties are very 
conſiſtent, yo know, with one and the ſame Sub- 
ſtance. And ſeeing they are thus conſiſtent, when 
conſider d as every where, they muſt be alſo con- 
ſiſtent any where confidered, or where-ever you 
conſider them in particular. So that I cannot ſee - 
but your Principle of Identity, if you would be 
thought to mean any thing, muſt coincide with 
that of Spinofa ; that there is a Conſubſtantiality, 
or Identity ot Eſſence, betwixt God and the Uni- 
verſe ; or that God is all Subſtance, and there is 
no other Subſtance, but the one neceſſary, ſelf- 
exiſtent or Divine Subſtance. This looks like a 
very unlucky Appendage to your Hypot heſis, and 
a dead Weight upon it, which I ſhould be glad 
to know, how you will get rid of. Perhaps the 
beſt way may be, to own that you have talk'd 
without Ideas, and deſire that what you have ſaid, 
may paſs for nothing; and this I believe will be 
really the Caſe, as to the far greater part of the 
Learned World, whether you deſire it or no. 
Whether this Way of talking about Subſtances, 
or Subſtrata, as the Subjects and Supports of di- 
{tin&t individuating Properties, be agreeable to 
the real Exiſtence and Nature of Things, or not, 
is not my Buſineſs here to enquire ; tis ſufficient 
to ſhew, that if it be granted, it will ſtand good 
in one Hypotheſis as well as another; and muſt be 
attended with Conſequences, which you _ 
: r. 
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bear. I am very well perſuaded , however, that 
the true Syſtem of Nature, when rightly under- 
ſtood, is ſtill more inconſiſtent with your Hypo- 
theſis; but we need go no farther, ſince your ow? 
Account of Things, if you will ſtand to it, is 
ſufficient to overthrow all that you have ſaid. It 
you loſe your One Subſtance, you are gone, as 
having no other Principle of Identity for One God; 
and while you will retain it, I think you cannot 
poſſibly, in the ſame Senſe, ſuppoſe more Sub- 
ſtances than One: And therefore, an Athanaſtan, 
an Euſebian, an Arian, a Sociman, and even an 
Atheiſt, will equally find their different and con- 
trary Accounts, in one and the ſame Thing. And 
is not Chriſtianity, think you, extreamly clear'd 
and mended, by this fort of Philoſophy, at firſt 
brought in by the Fathers, from the Pagan 
Schools, and now eſpouſed a-new, and farther im- 
pum in Defenſe of the Holy Scriptures, by a 

rned modern Divine? Can you indeed fir 
down, and with Satisfaction bleſs your ſelf upon 
the Review', while you have been filling the 
Heads of Chriſtian People wirh empry Sounds, 
and their Hearts with Anrichrifian Rage, againſt 
all thoſe, who will not explain St. Paul and the 
Scriptures, by Plato, Ariſtotle, and the Heathen 
 Metapbyſicks ? Really, Sir, if Chriſtianity cannot 
be underſtood or defęended, but upon ſuch Prin- 
Ciples as theſe , I fear you will never be able to 
underſtand or defend it at all. But could you clear 
your Hy potheſis, relating to the Trinity and Uni- 
ty, from Abſurdity and Contradiction, as I be- 
lieve you cannot; yet there is another Difficulty 
{till behind, more {tiff and inflexible than the 
former z and that is, how to apply your Principles 
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with any Truth or Conſiſtency to the Chriſtian 
Doctrine of the Incarnation , and the acknow- 
ledged One Perſon of our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, 
after the Hord was made Fleſh. Could you there- 
fore avoid Tritheiſm, without falling upon Sa- 
bellianiſm , which is what you have not been 
able to do; yer ſtill, I can't but think, that it 
will be alrogether impoſſible, in your Way , to a- 
void Neftorianiſm , without falling upon ſome- 
thing worſe. 1 hope it will not be look'd upon as 
a Mark of Irreligion or Profaneneſs, to ſuppoſe 
that Chriſtianity is an nre/gible Thing; or to en- 
quire about the meaning of certain Words , 
which are now made uſe of, in Matters of the 
greateſt Importance; tho' they are not to be 
found, thus applied, in the Scripture it ſelf. I 
have the greateſt Deference for the Dottrines of 
the Church; but then I muſt ſuppoſe that the 
Church defigns tobe underſtood ; for otherwiſe 
her Articles of Faith will not be really Doctrines, 
but Fords only. And as for our own Church of 
England, I can be very confident , that ſhe never 
once intended to bind any of her Members to Im- 
poſſibilities, or expected to have her Articles un- 
derſtood, in any other than a Scripture Senſe ; 
and conſequently, not to pin down Men to the 
Athanaſian Senſe, farther than it may be made 
intelligible, and conſiſtent with the true Senſe of 
Scripture. Upon this fair and reaſonable Suppo- 
fition therefore, which cannot be denied me, I 
muſt apply my ſelf to you, Sir, for a little far- 
ther Satisfaction, in what Senſe we are to under- 
ſtand the Athanaſian Doctrine, concerning the 
Incarnation and one Perſon of Jeſus Chriſt. And 
here I believe all the World muſt own, _—_ - 
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could not have made a more proper perſonal 

Application, finc2you are univerſally acknowledged 
as one of the Ableſt and moſt Learned of our 
modern At hanaſians; and your Obligation to 
give us all reaſonable Satisfaction, is the more 
peculiar, as you have in à very particular and 
diſtinguiſhing Manner , eſpouſed and intereſted 
your ſelf in the Athanaſian Cauſe. _ | 
The common Doctrine, or at leaſt verbal Da- 
claration of the Athanaſians is this, That Chriſt, 
or the LOGOS, by his Incarnation , aſſumed the 
whole human Nature, i. e. a true Body, and a 
Rational Soul, into a Perſonal Union with his E- 
ternal and Divine Perſon ; and ſo ever remains 
Two diſtin Natures in One Perſon. Now here 
the great and ſeemingly unſurmountable Difficul- 
ty lies in this ; How it is poſſible, in any intelli- 
gible Senſe, that the Perſonal LOGOS, an infi- 


"IF nite, eternal, and neceſſarily exiſting Agent, 
"2X ſhould be the ſelf-ſame Perſon with a finite crea- 


ted human Soul; i. e. How Two ſuch infinitely 
diſtant and different Beings, Agents, and Sub- 
ſtances, can be one Perſon , the ſelt-ſame I, 
the fame He, or the fame common indivi- 
dual Subject of the molt eſſentially and in- 
finitely different Properties and Actions. Here 
then it is certain, that the Words, One Perſon, 
One Agent, One numerical Self, &c. cannot poſ- 
ſibly be taken in any hitherto known or explain d 
Senſe ; fince to ſay that a finite, created, human 
Soul, is the ſame intelligent Agent, the ſelf. ſame 
individual Perſon, the ſame Subſtance, the ſame 
perſonal I, or He, with God Infinite, Eternal, Un- 
created, and neceſſarily Exiſtent; I ſay, to affirm 
tuis in any hitherto known or explain 'd Senſe, 
8 muſt 
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muſt be not only the groſſeſt Abſurdity and Con- 1 


tradition, but downright Blaſphemy alſo. When 
therefore you, with other At hanaſians, in a Senſe 
peculiar to your ſelves, aſſert this; it cannot ap- 


pear, till you have explain d your Meaning, 


whether you contradict any body or no. Perhaps, 
if you were able and willing to explain your 
ſelves, we might be found all of one Mind, and 
the Difference might lye in Words only. No- 


thing can be more unreaſonable therefore, in you 


and your Party, than thus openly to condemn 
other People, as dangerous Hereticks, while you 
will not tell them in what Senſe, they can, or 
ought to be Orthodox. Tis certain, that in your 
Hyßbotheſis, when you ſay, Chrift is God, you 
m iſt mean One Perſon; and when you fay, 
Chriſt is Man, you muſt mean another Perſon, 
according to the known eſtabliſh'd meaning of 
the Word Perſon, in the common Senſe of Man- 
kind : Now if in common Senſe you have Two 
Perſonal Saviours, Troo Chriſts, and Two Sons of 
Ged ; One Infinite, Eternal, and Uncreated ; and 
the ctber, Finite and Created in Time: I ſay, if 
this be ſo in common Senſe ; and conſequently 
if the Scripture cannot be underſtood in, bur is a 
Contradiction to common Senſe ; you ought in all 
Reaton and Conſcience, to tell us in what Senſe 
it can and muſt be underſtood ; or fairly own, 
that it is abſolutely unintelligible, and cannot be 
underſtood in any Senſe at all. However, I am very 
much inclined to think, that it is not the Scripture 


Account of Things, but your Account; not the 


Chriſtian Revelation, but your Hypotheſis, that is 
inconſiſtent with, and contradictory to common 
Senſe. For tho' the Heads and Leaders of Par- 
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ties may, yet I cannot think that the Holy Ghoſt, 
in the Chriſtian Revelation, would uſe Words un- 
der a different Senſe from what they had been 
ever uſed among Mankind before, without giving 
us the leaſt Norice of it. I ſhall content my felt 
therefore ro ſhow, that your Hypotheſis is a Con- 
tradition to common Senſe , and muſt make the 
whole Chriſtian Revelation fo too; and then leave 
you either to affix ſome other Senſe to Scripture, 
or quit your Principles, as you ſhall find Occa- 
fion. It is granted by all Athanaſians, that Chriſt 
had a compleat and perfect Human Nature; and 
that after the Incarnation, he wanted nothing that 
is eſſential to Man. But Human Intelligent A- 
gency is eſſential to Man, as ſuch; and tis plain- 
ly impoſſible to have any Notion or Idea of Hu- 
manity, or Human Nature, without including the 
Ideas of Human Intelligency, and Human Agen- 
cy; and Human Intelligent Agency is the ſame 
thing, in the common Senſe of Mankind, with 
Human Perſonality: From hence then, I think, it 
is plain, that tis impoſſible to have any Idea at 
all of Human Nature, without including Human 
Intelligent Agency, or Human Perſonality; and 
conſequently it will be alike impoſſible to con- 
ceive of a Man actually Exiſting, Underſtand ing, 
and Acting, without conceiving him to be a Hu- 
man Perſon. To abſtratt Human Nature then 
from Human Perſonality, and to talk of a true 
and proper Man, really exiſting, and acting az 
Man, who is not a Human Perſon; is to renounce 
and deny all the Principles of Reaſon and com- 
mon Senſe, and to make Words fignify nothing 
at all. And all this to avoid faying, that the 
Name Chriſt, is taken collectively, as being = 
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for Two Perſons, a Divine Perſon, and a Human 
Perſon ; tho tis impoſſible, in the Athanaſian Hy- 
potheſis, that the thing ſhould be otherwiſe. 


And I here challenge you, upon your own Prin- 


ciples, to make it appear as poſſible, how Chriſt 
ſhould not be a Human Perſon, and yet be a true 
and real Man; or to diveſt him of a Human Per- 


ſonality, without robbing him of his Human Na- 


ture too. You allow him to be a Divine Perſon ; 
and I think I have proved, that, in your Hypothe- 
{1s , he muſt be a Human Perſon too; and conſe- 
quently, that the Son of God, and the Son of Man, 
muſt, upon your Principles, be Two different 


Perſons, under the common Name of Feſus 


Chriſt, and acting in one common Capacity of 


Mediation: And to ſuppoſe otherwiſe, mult 


oblige you to make one imaginary compound 
Perſon of Two fimple and real Perſons, of Two 
infinitely different Intelligent Agents; of which 
compound Perſon, every thing that can be affirm- 


ed or denied, will at the ſame time be equally 
true and falſe. In your Hypotheſis, it is as falſe 


that Chr:ft ſuffered and died for our Sins, as it is 
true that Chriſt is God: That Chriſt is Finite and 
Infinite, Created and Uncreated, and that he is 
God and Man, are both true, and both falſe. 
That his Father is greater than he, and that he 
did not, while he was upon Earth, know the Day 
of Judgment, are both true, and yet both as. falſe 
as they are true. This, Sir, is your Divinity: 
But alas for the Dulneſs of Hereticks! All this 
comes about for want of diſtinguiſhing between 
the different Senſes, in which the ſame thing may 
be true and falſe -at the ſame time. And alas 


again for the Wiſdom of Catholicks! Theſe difſe- 
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rent Senſes will, in ſpite of your Heart, change 


the Subject of the Propoſition, and make your 


ſame thing, quite different things; and your One 
Perſon, Two different Perſons, infinitely more 
different than Michael! the Archangel, and St. Paul. 
But I ſhall now ſuppoſe that you had made all 
this clear and intelligible, how Two Intelligent 
Natures may poſſibly be united in One Perſon, 
without either confounding the Natures, or divi- 
ding the Perſon; yet even upon this Suppoſition, 
I fay, you cannot, upon your own Principles, have 
any Notion or Idea of the Humiliation of Chriſt, 
or of any poſſible Satisfaction or Atonement he 
could make for Sin, but what a Socinian may al- 
low. For call it a Perſonal Union, or what you 
will, you cannot but grant, that whatever is crea- 
ted muſt be eſſentially different from God; and 
the Human Nature, or the Man Chriſt being a 
Creature, no Talk of Union, or Perſonal Identity 
can help you, or in the leaſt alter the Caſe, while 
the Diſtance and Difference are” confeſſedly as 
equally and infinitely great, as if there was no 
ſuch Union at all. For nothing can be conceived 
under a greater and more eſſential Difference, 
than the Son of God, and the Son of Man, as 
they muſt ſtand in your Scheme. Now to com- 
ply with the Neceſſity of your Hypotheſis, I 
ſhall endeavour, for a little while, to talk without 
Ideas, and ſuppoſe the Infinite, Eternal, Uncrea- 
ted LOGOS, to be the fame Perſon with a 


Created Human Soul and Body; or, to ſpeak till 


more unintelligibly, with the Human Nature, i.e. 
with Man in general, but no Man in particular. 
Well, but let this be ſuppos'd to contain ſome 
Truth in it, in ſome Senſe or other; and — 

then 
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then will be the Conſequence? Why, that the 
Suffer ings of the Human Soul, or Human Nature, 
will acquire an infinite Worth and Value, from the 
perſonal Union of the LOGOS. For by reaſon 
of the perſonal Union, what is done or ſuffered 


in one Nature only, may be attributed to the 


whole Perſon. By Perſon here, muſt be meant 


both Natures, which by their Union conſtitute 


the Perſon ; and therefore to ſay, that what is 
done or ſuffered in one Nature only, is attributed 


to the whole Per ſon, is the ſame thing with fay- 


ing, that what is done or ſuffered in one Nature 
only, is by a falſe Attribution ſuppoſed to be done 
or ſuffered in both Natures. For what is the 
whole Perſon, but both Natures united? And in- 
deed, the Real, Vital Union of both Natures, and 
the mutual Communication of Joys and Suffer- 


ings, which is the only Principle that can raiſe the 


Dignity and Value of the Human Sacritice, is here 
plainly ſuppoted and afferted, ar the ſame time 
that jt muſt neceſſarily be deny d, as inconſiſtent 
with the Hypotheſis. But fince the LOGOS is 
here ſuppoſed to be uncapable of ſuffering by any 
Loſs or Pain ſuſtained by the Human Nature, 
what is ſuffered in the Human Nature only, can- 


not be attributed to both Nature, or to the Per- 
ſon, without a manifeſt Abſurdity, and Self. con- 


trad iction. The whole Perſon cannot be ſaid to 
loſe or ſuffer, unleſs the Loſs and Suffering be in 
both Natures; for the human Nature ouly, is 
not the Perſon. While there is a real, vital U- 
nion, tor Inſtance , between the Soul and Body, 
and a conſequent mutual Communication, fo that 


they muſt necellarily enjoy, or ſuffer together; 


the Sufferings of either, will be the a | 
TE 9 


* ""* bY 
c * * , * q 


[23] 
of che whole Man: In which Caſe, the Suffer · 
ings, if they are freely undertaken , will be eſti- 
mated and valued, in Proportion to the Innocence 
and Dignity of the Soul, the nobleſt Part of the 
Man : Bur if we ſuppoſe the Soul and Body to be 
ſo united, or rather diſunited, as to deſtroy this 
vital Union and mutual Communication of” Joys 
and Sufferings ; the bare Sufferings of the Boys 
ſhould we ſuppoſe it capable of ſuffering with» 
out a real vital Communication with the Soul, 
could not at all be raiſed by the Dignity of the 
Soul; tis plainly the Dignity of the Su that 
muſt raiſe the Value of the Sufferings ; and there- 
fore where the Sufferer is only a Human Soul, or 
Human Nature, the bare Name or Sound of 
Union with the LOGOS, can add ho real 
Weight or Worth to the Sufterings. 

This Hypothefis then, that is ſo much cried 
up, and, as it were, adored, on account of an in- 
finite Satisfaction and Atonement, in Truth and 
Reality affords no Satisfaction at all, beyond the 
Capacity and Value of Human Nature, or a Hu- 
man Soul and Body. It will be ſtill urged, per- 
haps, that where two Natures make one Com- 
pound, the Properties and AﬀeCtions of each 
may certainly be affirmed of the whole; and 
that this is juſtified by the general Conſent of 
Mankind, and the common Uſe of Language, 
while the mere Properties and ions of rhe 
Body, as Weight, Stature, Complexion, Cc. are 
affirmed of the Man; but this is only by a uſual 
Figure of Speech, where a Part is put for the 
whole, or the contrary ; and in all ſuch Inſtances; 
the Man can only fignify the Man's Body; for 

ſhould we take Man _ properly for _—_— 
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Body too, of which the Man really conſiſts, ſuch 
Predications could not poſſibly be true. 
"Tis wonderful, how far this groſs and palpa 
Fallacy has prevail'd, and how La are to 
catch at a figurative, improper on, in a 
looſe and popular way ſhaking as if it was 
ſtrictly true in * and agreeable to the i 
Nature of things. Nothing is more frequent in 
à common way of ſpeaking, than this Sort of 
| Metonymy, where the Name of the Whole is put 
for a Part only, or the Name of a Part for 
the Whole. But in Argument and Strictneſs 
of Speech, we ought to rake care nat to loſe 
1 the proper Subject of the Predication, by af- 
is firming that of the Whole, which is true on- 
4 | ly of a Part. "Tis evident, that where any 
Whole under a common Name, is made up 
g of two different and diſtindt Szbjede, with 
We their peculiar and different Properties; the 
| Properties of each cannot be affirm'd of the 


ll © Whole, 1. g. of both Subjects. In all ſuch Predi- | 
1s cations, if true, there muſt neceſſarily be con- 
=. - ſidered a real Communication, or Community 
4 


of the ſame Kind of Properties in both Sub- 
Jets; which being here contrary to the Sup- 


23 Poſition, ſuch an Affirmation is _ a Self- 
. contradiction. In your Hypotheſis, there muſt 
#738 be an infinite and eflential Difference be- 

N twixt the LOGOS, and the Human Soul 


of our Saviour; ſo that there cannot poſſibly 
1 be ſuppos d any real Communication, or Com- 
| munity of Properties; they will have nothing 


1% in common, but every thing, both Subſtance 
| "TRE and Properties, eſſentially and infinitely diffe- 
vl rent. And therefore, if you ſuppoſe the Name 
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Teſus Chrift', ifix'd to the whole Perſon or 
Compound, confilting of the LOGOS in 
Union- with a Human Soul and Body, there 
is not one Propoſition in Scripture concern- 

Chrift, but what muſt be neceſſarily falſe. 
In this Hypothelis, it will not be true, that 
Chriſt fi and ied for our Sins; be- 

cauſe this is true only of the Human Na- 
ture: but the Human Natuge only is not 
Orift, Again; it will not be true, that 
Griſt is God, that he is the Only-begorten 
of the, Father, that he was ſent from the 
Father, and that he took Fleſh, to be made 
an Offering for Sin: This, I ſay, in your Hypo- 
theſis, cannot be one Word of it true; be- 
cauſe all this is true only of the LOGOS, or Di- 
vine Nature ; but the LOGOS, .or Divine Nature 
only, is not Chriſt.  *Tis evident, that this Way 
of talking, ſuppoſes Chriſt or the Perſon to be 

ſome Tertinm Quid, ſome common Subject, in 
which both Natures ſubſiſt as Properties or At- 
— by = - = Tertium Quid, — com- 
mon Subject? but the Sum or aggregate of both 
Natures united. And therefore to affirm the 
Properties of each Nature of the Per ſon, is the 


' ame Thing with affitming the Properties of each 


Nature of both Natures ; or ſaying that every | 
Thing that is true of Ore, is true of Both; which 

is contrary to the Hypotheſis, And from 

ence again, appears the Neceſſity you are under 

y changing the Subject of the Propoſi- 

tion, as often as you join the Properties of each 

Nature d iſtinctly, under One Perſonal Name. 


Thus when you ſay, Chriff is God, and Chrift is 


Man; becauſe you * lame Perſonal Sound 
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in both Propoſitions, the Reader has his Eyes 
dazzled , and thinks you mean ſtill the ſame 
Perſon , by the fame Perſonal Name; Chriſt - 
Whereas in your Hypotheſis, you muſt una- 
voidably mean Two eflentially Diſtin& , and 
infinitely different Perſons. But here I muſt 
deſire you to obſerve, that whenever I fay, 
this or that muſt neceſſarily be ſo, or that 
fuch or ſuch a Thing is falſe; impoſſible , 'or | 
contradictory; I mean only with Reſpect to 
common Senſe. And therefore all that I pre- 
tend to prove is, That your Senſe , what- 
ever it be, cannot poſſibly be common Senſe. 
But I would not be thought hereby to ſup- 
poſe, or intimate, that you have 20 Senſe 
at all ; or that what you ſay, is not in your 
own Senſe true. Doubtleſs you have ſome 
Meaning or other; ſome ſecret reſerv'd Senſe, 
which, when you ſhall pleaſe to ſpeak out, 
perhaps it may appear, thar you and I are 
of one and the ſame Mind; and that we 
are contending all this while, about Words 
only. However, if this be ſo, the Fault is 
none of mine. I ſpeak freely, and endeavour 
to ſpeak plainly; and till you will do the 
like, if there thould happen to be any Miſ- 
_ underſtanding betwixt us, the Blame muſt 
lie at your Door. Upon the whole, I can- 
not but think, that without ſome other ſort 
of Defenſe, and ſome clearer Account of 
Things, than have hitherto appeared on the 
Athanaſian Side; the World muſt ſoon begin 
to ſuſpect that you are but in Zeſt, and that 


you write only to betray the Cauſe you would 
ſeem to eſpouſe: This Joubllel you will re- _ 
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as a very hard Saying , and be ready 
y, Who can bear it? And I hope, Sir, 
will not bear it, without anſwering the 
Defign of it; by telling us plainly, whe- 
Chriſtianity be an Ixtelligible Thing, and 
her it is indeed conſiſtent with Common 
„or not. N 
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I am, 
SIR, 


Tour Humble Servant, &c. 7 
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